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ABSTRACT 
 
This ten-year empirical study explores the nature of Chief Executive (CEO) leadership and coping in 
post-merger situations. Executives’ need to manage multiple organizational realities and various 
groups of internal and external stakeholders, often representing conflicting interests, whereby four sep-
arate albeit interrelated concepts come into play, namely managerialism (vs. leadership), the liabilities 
of success (success trap), excess of trust (blind trust) and global mindset. The paper purports that these 
concepts can be understood as functions of the degree of individual vigilance and social experimenta-
tion that a leader applies to the task at hand and introduces the individual vigilance/social experimenta-
tion framework.  
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
 global business environment characterized by liberalization, consolidation and convergence, by ac-
celeration of time to market and by the war for talent, for knowledge and for customer fidelity sets a 
challenging agenda for corporations and their leaders. Furthermore, ever more sophisticated informa-
tion and communication technologies (ICT) heighten market players‟ exigencies (Rüegg-Stürm and Achtenhagen, 
2001).  Leaders must manage high complexity and ephemeral structures, make proof of flexibility and strong adapta-
tion skills (Fulmer, 2000), of anticipation (Schwager and Haar, 1996) and strong communication (Von Wartburg, 
1999, 2004). As a reaction to and in anticipation of this increased complexity and the pressures for growth, corpora-
tions tend to reinvent themselves (Ruigrok et al, 1999: 39) and develop new forms of organizations such as mergers, 
acquisitions (Schuler and Jackson, 2001: 239) and strategic alliances (Jackson and Schuler, 2002; Schuler and Jack-
son, 2002), or also the outsourcing of secondary processes, network organizations and virtual teams (Chesbrough and 
Teece, 1996; Lipnack and Stamps, 1998). Mergers and acquisitions (M&A), as is widely referenced, mostly do not 
achieve their expected objectives (e.g. Charman, 1998; Grubb and Lamb, 2001; Hussey, 2002; Keite, 2001; Watson 
Wyatt, 2000) and often result in considerable financial, strategic and emotional damage (Child et al, 2001; Galpin and 
Herndorn, 2001). Academics and practitioners have found that the difficulty in combining corporations lies less with 
identifying optimal strategic fit than with implementation during the post-merger phases (Goleman, 1999; Green, 
2004; Hubbard, 1999). In four decades of abundant M&A practice and despite considerable theoretical concern, this 
issue is not improving. Whatever strategic or financial key figures researchers track, findings persistently yield that 
around two thirds of all M&A that fail to create shareholder value (Ashkenas and Francis, 2000; Sirower, 1998; UN-
CTAD, 2003). Among the principal reasons for failure, the human dimension, i.e. the inability to lead a process that 
reconciles the multiple stakeholders‟ conflicting values and beliefs in the post-merger phase, ranks highest (Buono et 
al, 1985; Croyle and Kager, 2002; Farmer, 1996; Fortgang et al, 2003; Krug, 2003; Mosher and Pollack, 1995; Sitkin 
and Pablo, 2005; Von Wartburg, 1999, 2004). Moreover there is evidence that even actors with antecedent M&A ex-
perience do not imperatively perform better (Haleblian and Finkelstein, 1999: 30; Srikanth, 2005; Zollo and Reuer, 
2001). This paper looks at the top executive‟s leadership in relation with post-merger success, with special focus on 
the concepts of managerialism, success, trust, and global mindset. 
A 
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THEORETICAL AND EMPIRICAL FOUNDATIONS AND METHODOLOGY 
 
This paper is based on data accumulated during a ten-year PhD project on how CEOs – here leaders of Swiss 
or German-based global corporations – cope with the demands placed on them during post-merger integration.  The 
original study is grounded in a broad review of relevant theory (leadership, M&A, power theory, knowledge manage-
ment, andragogy, change management, and human resources management) and vast documentary evidence and in-
cludes two major sources of empirical evidence.  The researcher was herself a leading executive and in this capacity 
had extensive contacts with the business elite of her region.  She kept detailed professional notes and in the original 
study distilled it into ethnographic-style tales (Van Maanen, 1988), illustrating various facets of the mergers and ac-
quisition game.  The tales narrated the leadership of six CEOs in high-tension transient situations over a period of sev-
eral years, namely:  
 
 A CEO is called into a global banking merger in which a secretive, hierarchical, and somewhat arrogant cul-
ture reigns. He attempts a radical cultural change toward an open, team-based, and entrepreneurial culture 
and becomes the icon of this change. The merged organization goes through a severe leadership crisis that 
leads to the stepping down of the CEO – while the object of change (more transparency; open, risk-taking 
culture) remains valid and the merger develops very successfully. 
 
 A leader of a highly reputed European airline chooses an aggressive growth strategy and multiplies mergers 
and acquisitions. His board is composed of the most reputed executives of the country and he is seconded by 
the best business consultants available. The mergers derail completely due to intercultural conflicts, resis-
tance and the company ends up in receivership. 
 
 A German CEO initiates a large, spectacular transatlantic automotive “merger of equals” that results in mas-
sive jobs annihilation, an important reduction of shareholder value and, quickly, the US merging partner is 
reduced to a mere subsidiary. 
 
 A sequence of several taxing and partly undigested mergers in the IT industry with substantial restructuring, 
layoffs, etc. result in depression and burn out of one of the country managers and strong demotivation of the 
rank and file. 
 
 A CEO with a reputation for mercilessly restructuring companies in difficulty is called in to take on a merger 
of a global technology firm with a chip manufacturer. Due to his success, the chairman is called to the boards 
of several other firms and ended up dissipating his energies. One by one, the companies experienced major 
crises. Under heavy media criticism the chairman was forced into early retirement. 
 
 A young and brilliant but relatively inexperienced CEO is appointed to perform a giant and tough global 
merger of two traditional Swiss-based life sciences groups. Despite the fact that the CEO has no merger ex-
perience and no lobby in the company or industry, he leads the merger quickly and remarkably smoothly to 
sustainable success. 
 
Grounded in this experience, the researcher then conducted a second research loop that involved ten case stu-
dies of major global corporations that had been involved in significant acquisitions or mergers since 1996.   The back-
bones for each case are four in-depth, narrative interviews, two with the CEO and two with a close member of his (no 
hers were involved) management team, each interview pair conducted with an interval of between 6 and 18 months.  
Interview transcripts were subjected to formal content analysis, with validation by both the respondents and a second 
researcher. In a constructionist Grounded Theory process (Charmaz, 2000, 2006; Goulding, 2002) this extensive data 
was abstracted. 
 
The original study did not set out to look in particular for the discussed concepts of managerialism, success 
trap, excess of trust or global mindset.  But the results that emerged showed that these concepts played a key role and 
the desire to analyze them and their interrelation further led to this paper. Mergers are environments of very high 
stress: cultures collide; established rules, relationships of trust and comfortable positions are upset, anxiety and com-
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petition is high, and so is the temptation to manipulate or obfuscate information.  The CEO is shelled with urgent 
problems and pulled in all manner of directions by opposing forces. Multiple personal and organizational dilemmi 
have to be dealt with simultaneously in a multitude of new contexts and frequently well across unit boundaries and 
organizational levels. The research has observed how leaders ran apparently successful organizations into disaster and 
how others saved them from just that and brought them back on track. Every time, sound strategic and financial deci-
sions were necessary. But to successfully manage change, leaders needed to do more than that. Rather than manage an 
organization they had to win the trust of their internal and external stakeholders by demonstrating that the direction 
proposed makes sense (Kouzes and Posner, 1987).  
 
FINDINGS 
 
Abstraction of data has yielded seven concepts of managerial behavior, namely: 
 
 The Executive Self 
 Searching for Truth 
 Searching for Knowledge 
 Understanding Culture 
 Searching for Performance 
 Searching for Bonding 
 The Post-Merger Environment 
 
These concepts are not standalone codes but have properties and dimension that are explained and abundantly 
mirrored with extant theory in detail in the original study. For better understanding of the research process these con-
cepts are summarized in Figure 1 (see next page).  
 
From these concepts have emerged four separate and yet interrelated phenomena, which are the object of this 
paper and are presented below, namely 
 
 Managerialism (vs. leadership) 
 The dangers of success (success trap) 
 Excess of trust (blind trust) 
 Global mindset 
 
MANAGERIALISM VS. LEADERSHIP 
 
The CEO in the technology merger had had a brilliant and highly successful management career. As long as 
he had taken on and managed companies in deep trouble his astute managerialist
i
 skills and strictly facts-and-figures-
focused attitude worked perfectly: when employees have the choice between bankruptcy and a hierarchical mechanis-
tic work environment the choice is quickly made. However, in his last assignment, the researched merger, the situation 
was different in that he had to merger two companies that were in excellent shape and were endowed with managers 
and staff of excellent quality and self-confidence. Here, his management style based on an “…almost technocratic be-
lief in systems and procedures” (Fendt, 2005) was clearly insufficient. Similarly, the CEOs of the automotive and the 
airline mergers focused their activities largely on results and ignored by and large the human processes involved to 
achieve them. 
 
 “I‟m a results guy in the end.  That‟s what gets measured.” CEO Respondent 
 “Our CEO is not around enough.  We‟re always short of time with him (…) there were times in the merger 
aftermath that he spoke to me through the media more than in person.” CFO respondent about his CEO 
 “I sometimes feel uncomfortable with the decisions we make (…) our CEO is traveling permanently (…)  He 
wants to be present everywhere and paradoxically it feels as if he were present nowhere. HR manager about 
his CEO 
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 “I‟m impatient.  Very impatient.  I hate slow people and processes.  I‟m an impossible person in this respect.” 
CEO respondent 
 “Our CEO is a one-track-mind.  Figures.  Results.  At least you know where you‟re at.” CMO respondent 
about his CEO. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Concepts Of Executive Behavior And Their Properties And Dimensions 
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The literature on management and/vs. leadership is abundant. The term management basically encompasses 
the technological, analytical, structured, controlled, and deliberate side of a CEO‟s tasks, whereas leadership focuses 
on the psychological and sociological qualities, such as experimentation, vision, flexibility, creativity, intuition and 
communication (Hickman, 1990). These concepts are seen in the literature as interdependent and complementary, 
management being concerned with the „hard‟ and technological issues of bringing an organization to perform, while 
leadership encompassing the soft side of business, the people aspects. Some scholars see the concepts of management 
and leadership as incremental: “Management becomes leadership when a leap of faith on the part of the followers is 
required to move them in the desired direction. Management is logical; leadership goes beyond logic. (…), Leadership 
[is management] with ethics and values in such a way that the practice becomes systematizes, sustainable and trans-
ferable (Heames and Service, 2003; Weaver, 2004). Some authors see the concepts of management and leadership as 
exclusive. Kotter (1990) postulates that they are different systems of action involving the same functions – e. g. decide 
what must be done, create the structures and processes that can organize the resources toward what must be done and 
ensuring that people actually do what must be done – but accomplish them in different ways (Hunt and Scanlon, 1999; 
IHM Research Update, 1003; Kotter, 1990).  
 
There was strong evidence from the research data that organizational outcomes, both strategic and operation-
al, are reflections of the values and cognitions of powerful actors in the organization (Hambrick and Mason, 1984; 
House and Aditya, 1997). Yet a substantial body of literature, especially in the field of strategic management, explains 
organizational strategy and effectiveness as detached from people and centers on techno-economic factors (Hambrick 
et al., 1982; Pfeffer, 1977). Many respondents were strongly management-oriented. They were excellent planners and 
budgeters. They set targets and goals, allocated resources to their plans, organized and staffed. But many did not suffi-
ciently „set a direction‟. Planning is deductive in nature and designed to produce results, setting a direction is destined 
to produce change. It requires a holistic viewpoint, it involves cultural aspects, looking for patterns, linkages and rela-
tionships in the data at hand that can provide explanation of why the plan – in the case of a merger the proposed future 
– is good for the company and which are the steps that could lead to it. By this, those who can create coalitions are 
aligned and committed to goal, which has become common. Since many of the success factors in post-merger man-
agement are people-based and prone to extreme power play the need for complementing management with leadership 
is enhanced: “A peacetime army can usually survive with good administration and management up and down the hie-
rarchy (…). A wartime army, however, needs competent leadership (…), No one yet has figured out how to manage 
people effectively into battle; they must be led (Kotter, 1990)”. The traditional, managerialist management style of 
organizing, directing and controlling proved to be starkly inadequate for culture integration tasks. The technology 
CEO soon reached the limits of his management style, just as the leaders in the automotive and the airline mergers. 
The need to link facts and targets to a certain extent to human needs, values, and emotions is not a new insight. Yet 
examples of it being truly practiced by the researched top executives, rather than just claimed in the human resources 
section of annual reports, websites and memoranda were rare.  It seems that in post-merger situations, perhaps for the 
sake of speeding up the process, the leadership part of executive action is often diminished rather than accentuated. 
But post-merger leadership seems to involve an enhanced need for individual vigilance and, simultaneously and para-
doxically, for social experimentation, a behavior described here in some more detail as the ability to see, to think, to 
feel, to know, to act and to learn differently: 
 
 To See (Intentionally, Purposely):  For one, many respondents simply did not see the need to “…bridge the 
chasm of cultural differences (Shelton, 1999)”. They remained in their hitherto successful stereotype beha-
vior and were unable to „see intentionally‟ to focus on those aspects that support the objective of integration 
(Shelton et al., 2003: 318). Intention, the psychological process that creates reality, i.e. the human perspective 
thereof (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990: 27), directs attention to certain stimuli and ignores the multitude of other 
perceptual options. Once this attention is obtained, there is a disposition to continue noticing the same stimuli 
and perception becomes repetitive and habitual (Shelton and Darling, 2001: 266). But intentional seeing also 
enables managers to break free from stereotypes and consciously select new intentions. Had the respondents 
understood this, they would have involved all the stakeholders in a process of vision creation for the new or-
ganization. Like this, they were incapable of seeing and therefore of creating a new organizational reality. In-
stead the old reality was being destroyed but not replaced by a new one, thus creating tremendous frustration 
and resistance. One respondent, the CEO of the global life sciences merger, displayed the behavior of inten-
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tional seeing. His example evidenced how clear intention among the stakeholders strongly facilitates target 
achievement (Rosenberg, 1998; Shelton et al., 2003). 
 
 To Think Beyond The Box:  The respondents were all brilliant, intelligent, and previously successful execu-
tives, but at a certain point in time many failed to think „outside the box‟ (Chussil, 2005). They stuck to their 
models that had worked in the past and when difficulties arose, they attributed them to inaccurate data being 
fed into the model rather than to the structure of the model (Chussil, 2005). This blockage on hitherto suc-
cessful models in new situations could be observed in many cases: a great number of CEOs enhanced the 
same action when in difficulty rather than changing their tactic. Such cognitive stereotypes are also described 
in learning theory, namely by Argyris and Schön (Argyris, 1994; Argyris and Schön, 1978), who call this be-
havior „single loop learning‟ and suggest that learning should be lifted to a higher level, dubbed „double-loop 
learning‟, in which policies, norms and models are also challenged, rather than just the specific error in ques-
tion. Similar cognitive behavior is described by Levinthal and March (1993), there dubbed the „success trap‟, 
stipulating that when executives have repeatedly successfully coped with their environments they tend to in-
terpret this as a rationale for institutionalized cognitive models on organizational structure, practice and logic 
and padlock themselves to new learning, while the environment continues to change. Successful merger 
leaders, such as the life sciences CEO, seem to be allow for more deviance in their thinking (McKenzie, 
2004) and are thereby more capable of discarding accepted methods and recognizing and using different 
models in different situations (Shelton, et al., 2003). They understand that mergers are paradoxical situations 
and that less is sometimes more and slower is sometimes faster and that merger results are often a function of 
critical relationships rather than critical mass (Handy, 1998: 107). The life sciences CEO had radically 
changed his organization and assured that major synergies were achieved, but he also understood the power 
of small units. For example, he had observed the fact that small upstarts would always beat his company in 
research and development. Small units are more entrepreneurial: they are intelligent in strategy formulation 
(Chussil, 2005), more flexible in their reaction to the markets and align corporate and personal goals better 
(Colvin, 2001; Gladwell, 2002; Semler, 1993). So he tried to beat the odds by creating small units within his 
big corporation to have the best of both worlds. There are other examples of executives (not from this re-
search) who had successfully managed to be „big and small‟ at the same time:  Bill Gore of Gore Associates, 
had introduced the „rule of 150‟ in his company, meaning that each facility was to be limited to 150 asso-
ciates. Thus his company could grow, and did, yet continue to behave like small entrepreneurial start-ups. 
Semco had a similar strategy. The company grew over 20% per annum over more than a decade but did not 
have headquarter facilities or even an organigram. Most respondents in this research on the other hand had 
created situations where the merging partners actually blocked each other, not only in operations but also in 
the markets. What seems to be common sense, namely exploiting the natural strengths of the organizations at 
hand, appeared to dictate a need for paradoxical thinking (Courtney, 2003; Shelton et al., 2003). 
 
 To Dare To Feel:  The heart is the primary source of energy for the mind-body system (IHM Research Up-
date, 1993). It generates signals that are a function of thoughts and emotions. Positive emotions such as joy, 
hope, and love increase coherence and thus energy. Negative emotions such as anxiety, frustration, anger, 
conflict and stress decrease coherence and cause the mind-body system to lose energy (Shelton and Darling, 
2001; Shelton et al., 2003: 319). The heart „calculates‟ the ratio of positive to negative emotion and deter-
mines thus our sense of wellbeing (Diener and Larsen, 1993; Goleman, 1995: 63). Many of the researched 
mergers were principally stress-filled and proved to be a major energy drain as evidenced by the executives‟ 
own accounts and by the defection of so many key executives. It seems therefore important to create a cli-
mate that makes people feel alive and energized, regardless of external circumstances: a climate of apprecia-
tion and encouragement, rather than a problem-focused leadership style. To begin with, this requires a CEO 
who recognizes the stake that relationships and emotions play in a merger environment (Hunt and Scanlon, 
1999; Krass, 1998; Willingham, 1997). For this, he or she should be capable to express emotions to a certain 
extent. The leadership of most researched protagonists was devoid of any visible emotional component. They 
seemed to have some psychological awareness of the above concept, because in their organizations certain 
negative words, for example the word „problem‟, were banned from the corporate management vocabulary 
and replaced by others, for example „challenge‟. But since there was a discrepancy between the imposed psy-
chological rhetoric and the rationality of the leaders, these measures turned sour and followers became cyni-
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cal about them, which they expressed with such comments as “‟Synergies‟…I can‟t hear it anymore”, or also 
“Marriage of equals… it feels more like a shotgun marriage to me”. One leader, the IT CEO had strong emo-
tional intelligence in his earlier executive years but lost it in the taxing process that led him into burn out.   
The banking CEO had acknowledged the emotional side of his management, he was sociable and affective, 
but lacked some other social skills that would have allowed him to get his colleagues to cooperate in the di-
rection he desired (Goleman, 1995). Moreover, his collegial attitude was in such stark contrast with what his 
followers had been used to before that it was not trusted. The life sciences CEO‟s leadership was a strange 
mix of emotionality and rationality:  “I needed to be both empathically and perfectly callous, outright impass-
ible. It‟s a paradox: on the one hand, regarding the individual fate, you must have compassion, you must care 
to find good solutions – but where the whole organism is concerned, you must proceed in a swift, cold, and 
rational manner”.  He worked a lot with empathy and aligned people by taking into account their feelings and 
by an exceptional cross-cultural interest and sensibility, which he also proved by speaking at least three lan-
guages perfectly. He displayed much self-awareness, which other leaders did not display. He was conscious 
of his weaknesses and not afraid to talk about them, a candor that in the automotive leader‟s organization 
would have been mistaken for „wimpiness‟, as some German executives commented the tears the US CEO 
had once shed during a management meeting at the height of the merger in-fighting. But the life sciences 
CEO‟s self-awareness was accompanied by a capacity for self-regulation, permitting him to control impulses 
or even channel them toward good purposes (Goleman, 1995, 1998).   
 
 To Know Intuitively:  The over-abundance of data available in the information age mandates new ways of 
dealing with information. Many CEOs relied much on data analysis techniques, linear forecasting and stra-
tegic planning methods, which were inadequate in these transient, complex and non-linear organizations. In-
tuitive decision-making processes played an increasingly important role: “Intuition is neither a conscious ra-
tional process nor a linear exercise (…). The ability to scan large amounts of information without a prede-
termined agenda, and yet be able to tap that subconscious trove of possibly pertinent data, may become the 
only way that the managers of the next century will be able to keep ahead of competition” (Black, 2000; Pa-
rikh, 1994).  
 
 To Act Ethically:  In the researched transient situations, executive action was often observed more closely 
than in more stable situations. To begin with, each stakeholder‟s contract – legal and/or moral – with any one 
of the previous companies was jeopardized. Drastic change was announced, confusion reigned, and there 
were bound to be winners and losers among the stakeholders involved. Moreover, because of the intercon-
nectedness of the systems, each executive decision influenced other stakeholders‟ decisions as well (Rosen-
berg, 1998). Often the merger aroused important media attention, which enhanced the visibility of executive 
action even more. To act ethically and responsibly was essential – both in the sense of „action‟, i.e. of making 
good, ethical decisions that help the organization to perform to the benefit of all stakeholders, as also in the 
sense of „actor‟, i.e. to step up onto the scene to communicate and inform clearly and responsibly what is 
happening. Hooijberg and Quinn (1992) speak of: “…the ability to act out a cognitively complex strategy by 
playing multiple, even competing roles in a highly integrated and complementary way.” For example, the 
technology CEO was a silent, rational decision-maker. Throughout his career, as long as he had been in envi-
ronments that were doomed before his arrival, this hierarchic and occlusive behavior was functioning. But at 
his latest assignment, the technology merger, things were different. That group was in reasonable shape and 
the stakeholders had enough self-esteem to dare to question and even resist decisions. The CEO was unable 
to understand this difference in context and assume this new role of negotiation and transparency. 
 
 To Learn, To Cope:  Remaining vigilant to and capable of adapting to changing environments is described as 
a key requirement for survival (Fligstein, 1990; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Schein, 1996, 1996a, 1997; 
Senge, 1990, 1998). In merger situations “the situation changes every day” as one respondent put it: key ex-
ecutives leave, existential contractual liabilities that the due diligence process had not identified are un-
earthed, unions call for walkouts, key customers defect, majority shareholders sell their shares, media bash-
ing sets in on some detail which grows into a major scandal and many more such surprises expect the CEO 
when he or she gets to the office in he morning. Imperfect information is therefore acknowledged as a fatality 
and experiential learning tends to replace long-range planning and rational calculation as bases for organiza-
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tional survival (Huber, 1996; Levitt and March, 1988). Experience, however, is not always a good teacher 
and some of the cognitive limits that constrain rationality can also constrain learning. When executives had 
repeatedly successfully coped with their environments they tend to interpret this as a rationale for institutio-
nalized cognitive models on organizational structure, practice and logic and padlock themselves to new learn-
ing, while the environment continues to change (Askvik and Espedahl, 2002). Levinthal and March call this 
phenomenon the „success trap‟ (1993). It is the consequence of “…mutual local feedback between experience 
and competence. (March, 1994: 38)”. 
 
THE DANGERS OF SUCCESS 
 
The „success trap‟ (Levinthal and March, 1993) was a much observed phenomenon observed in the research. 
CEOs often settled in a specific area in which they had competence and generalized from that position. This generali-
zation is at first positive, as experiences are often similar to antecedent ones. Often, the antecedent success was at the 
origin of the new assignment. As a consequence of the successful exploitation of a particular action and behavioral 
strategy the executive‟s confidence is often boosted to an overrated extent. And by generalizing their experience to 
other areas they were then prone to exaggerating the likelihood of success. But this may not be thus if the new area 
and/or contexts are significantly different (Srikanth, 2005; Zollo and Reuer, 2001), and indeed it was not. Yet, as long 
as confidence is boosted, often also by an adulating business press, executives: “…will tend not to discover and not 
learn from a number of unanticipated failures when these are insignificant (Askvik and Espedahl, 2002: 6)”. The fol-
lowing liabilities or dangers of success were identified in this research: 
 
 Complacency:  Executives were unlikely to experiment with ideas when they were confirmed with existing 
models that perform successfully. When the period of success was long, the refusal to leave existing routines 
persisted even in the face of some alarming or disruptive events occurring. This was especially so, since, as 
could be observed in the case studies, there often is a time lag between the problems arising in the organiza-
tion and stakeholder criticism. A CEO‟s reputation (and thereby his external feedback) may still be at its 
peak while he is already facing serious problems within the organization.  
 
 Isolation, Homogenous Contacts: Many CEOs surrounded themselves with people similar to them and did 
not have satisfactory internal feedback at their disposal:  “One of the greatest dangers of positions of power is 
isolation. It‟s almost a law of nature.” CEO respondent.  “Homogeneity is almost a credo [in our top man-
agement team]… there‟s a sort of „sample type‟ and they want him cloned by the dozen if possible…No di-
versity culture at all.” HR Manager about his top management team.  “My boss tends to choose his alter ego 
when he fills a new post.” HR Manager about his CEO.  For a certain period of time, the CEO that is facing 
new challenges is therefore exclusively dependent on his own vigilance and critical reflection capacity. It is 
only when disruptive events are becoming visible as such that the feedback begins to exert pressure on the 
executive and assist him, possibly, to leave existing routines. 
 
 Risk:  To experiment while the going is good may be risky since the experimentation may result in something 
unsuccessful and the executive may lose face and/or be reprimanded by the Board or the media for not adher-
ing to procedures. Executives therefore tended to wait until the „risk of not experimenting‟ became visibly 
superior to the risk of experimenting. 
 
 Information Blinker:  Success tended to limit the attention to and search for data that might have tergiver-
sated some of the anticipated and presumed positive results.  In many cases priority was given to data sup-
porting existing routines. Only in the life sciences case the CEO was described by his executives and other 
stakeholders as keeping vigilant and an open mind, “…also and especially when the going is good”. 
 
 Homogeneity, “Pensée Unique”:  Success fostered homogeneity and uniformity regarding procedures, staff 
and culture. As long as successful, the CEOs would strive to maintain their successful formula by avoiding 
divergent actions and by keeping practices uniform. This led to „groupthink‟, to one, the only, way of think-
ing in the organization. This again had an influence on the executives‟ choice of team members, which were 
mostly from one merging company and often, as stated, their clones. This homogeneity subsequently fur-
Journal of Business & Economics Research – December 2006                                                   Volume 4, Number 12 
 9 
thered conservatism and anti-experimentalism attitudes within the organizations‟ management teams and 
pushed any experimentation willing individuals out of the team (Askvik and Espedahl, 2002: 7; Sitkin, 
1992). 
 
The literature interprets learning limitations as cognitive due to „finite information processing capacity‟ expe-
rienced by executives in the face of ambiguity, conflict and uncertainty (Vaara, 2003). But there may be other expla-
nations, especially in post-merger situations. Successful executives developed biases with regard to how they came to 
consider action and evaluated the results of their action. At all moments, companies develop „world views‟ (Hedberg, 
1981:8), i.e. collective interpretations of their reality. They blazon these views with epic narration and images of 
themselves and their environment. These views, called „strategic paradigms‟, are bundles of rules and norms used for 
meaning and sense making, which influence which issues are perceived and how they are perceived and what learning 
and collective interpretation of organizations ultimately results. The strategic paradigm is shaped by information the 
management team receives from internal and external sources and inversely the strategic paradigm will itself shape 
the way this information is collected and interpreted. “It affects the actors‟ perception of what is happening, why it is 
happening and whether what happened was satisfactory. In this way the strategic paradigm constructs socially ap-
proved conceptions of legitimate organizational practices, and that again might give the actors a conception of control 
(Askvik and Espedahl, 2002: 9).” In addition to the cognitive limitations to learning described in the literature, there 
were also political limitations, in general but especially in post-merger situations where the stakes and the ambiguity 
were high and the cards were being shuffled anew for the winners and losers to be determined. According to Cyert and 
March, this game is played by multiple stakeholders with conflicting interests not entirely solved by organizational 
rules (1963) and instances of conflict and interest competition are determined by power relations. These stakeholders‟ 
will be affected by how problems are addressed by top management and, consequently, a multitude of organizational 
games of interests and power, mediated by the frameworks the organization uses to comprehend its environment 
might evolve around the strategic paradigm (Askvik and Espedahl, 2002; Mintzberg, 1983, 1984, 1985; Pfeffer, 1981, 
1982). In the technology CEO‟s case a military background was identified as an asset for career promotion, the bank-
ing CEO insisted on risk taking as a critical component, the airline CEO had set his priorities on rational, figures-
driven executives and in the automotive leader‟s world it was good to be German and an engineer, whereas in the US 
merger partner it was entrepreneurship and sales that counted. Those who disposed of these qualities and functions 
benefited from these respective frameworks in status and resources. It can therefore be argued that executives who 
have vested interests in certain frameworks rather than others will tend to favor strategic diagnosis and action that 
promotes these interests. Denial of problems and crisis may arise from sincere albeit ignorant conviction but it can al-
so arise from resistance in order to retain or obtain power and status. In post-merger situations these „paradigm poli-
tics‟, where conflicting perspectives are disseminated by opposing stakeholders (Starbuck et al., 1978: 118) are much 
more intense and create strong disruption in the internal and external communication of the organization (Argyris, 
1994). CEOs countersteer this by developing „defensive routines‟ that prevent stakeholders from experiencing face 
loss or threats. These defensive routines in turns create barriers to communication of valid and exhaustive information. 
Therefore, the cognitive perspective of the success trap causes unawareness of relevant information and blindness that 
prevents learning. It is therefore the outcome of an unintended organizational process, while the political perspective 
of the success trap is the consequence of executives being unwilling to exchange and use relevant information and to 
discuss relevant issues related to a potentially successful strategic paradigm. It is therefore an intended organizational 
process.  
 
The success trap phenomenon was very present in the cases of this research. All observed actors, with the ex-
ception of the life sciences CEO, were to a certain extent victims of this phenomenon and displayed the complacency 
(and sometimes arrogance), the cognitively or politically generated blindness to crisis and the inability to change the 
hitherto successful formula to a changing environment. Many lived in a state of self-created splendid isolation and 
their behavior can be described as being low in individual vigilance and equally low in social experimentation. Why 
the life sciences CEO had remained immune to this virus and what his and possibly other executives‟ strategies could 
be to prevent falling into this trap could not be conclusively determined in this research, although there were some in-
dications that point to a set of behaviors that can be summarized with the term „global mindset‟.  
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THE DOWNSIDE OF TRUST 
 
Trust is increasingly researched in the M&A (e. g. Stahl and Sitkin, 2005) and joint venture literature (e.g. 
Das and Teng, 1998; Currall and Inkpen, 2002; Inkpen and Currall, 2004) where it is usually claimed, as in practice, 
to be essential for post-merger success:  “Mergers are a promise of a better future. If the promise is plausible, it will 
immediately be honored by the stock market. But employees need much more time to let go of things that worked and 
try something new. The leaders need to create the perception that the promised future will actually materialize. For 
this, you need trust; you need a top executive that‟s credible” Respondent, Chief Communication Officer. 
 
Indeed, the phenomenon of trust played an important role in all the studied cases, albeit not the same. The 
CEO in the banking merger put a strong accent on trust in a non-trusting environment with the result that vigilance 
went down too fast and major quality control problems occurred that led to his dismissal. The automotive CEO did not 
particularly seek trust, whereas the airline and the IT CEOs had periods of trust in their organisations during which 
singular energies had led to extraordinary achievements (O‟Reilly and Pfeffer, 2000), but both lost this trust some-
where en route. In the technology merger trust is not practiced, this CEO clearly stressed financial and technical vigi-
lance over relational and emotional issues (Hunt and Scanlon, 1999; Krass, 1998; Willingham, 1997) and focused on 
control and standard procedures. The life sciences CEO seems to apply a mixture between trust and distrust, between 
individual vigilance and social experimentation. In transitional organisations, executives who do not know each other 
and who usually have not selected each other but find themselves working with each other through circumstances ex-
ternal to them have to collaborate quickly and effectively toward a common goal. For this they need to trust each 
other, i.e. a certain amount of trust must be given in advance. Especially if one of the key assets of combination is to 
be tapped, namely the diversity, the rich interconnections between the two merging partners, trust needs to have its 
place in leadership (Eisenhardt, 2000). Lack of trust and the phenomenon of control-bound thinking is referenced as 
one reason for poor post-merger performance (Bijlsma-Frankema, 2004; Buono and Bowditch, 1989; Cartwright and 
Cooper, 1992, 1993a, 1993b; Pritchett and Pound, 1996). 
 
Trust can be conceptualized along the dimension of rationality/irrationality: “…rational actors will place trust 
(…) if the ratio of the chance of gain to the ratio of the chance of loss is greater than the ratio of the amount of the po-
tential loss to the amount of the potential gain (Coleman, 1990: 99).” Outside this paradigm there seems to be agree-
ment that trust involves some irrationality since it can only have meaning in situations of uncertainty when the trusting 
person “has incomplete knowledge of the probabilities of the trusted person‟s behavior (von Lampe and Johansen, 
2003).” Trust is therefore not exclusively based on probability calculations but also on such factors as feelings and 
culturally induced values (e. g. Dunn, 1988; Giddens, 1990; Fukuyama, 1995). Trust is also a mechanism to reduce 
social complexity. The executive who trusts acts as if only one set of future possibilities existed, that of the purposeful 
and desired action of others (Hubschmid, 2002). Many scholars claim that trust is a prerequisite for collaboration, es-
pecially in situations of transition and/or crisis (Mishra, 1996). Inversely, erosion of trust can lead to a depletion of 
communication and collaboration (Rüegg-Stürm and Gritsch, 2001) and create a climate of rumours: the communica-
tion becomes increasingly strategic and speculations, lies, systematic indiscretions and disinformation increase 
(Beckert et al, 1998). Information is used as a tool of manipulation and power (Emerson, 1962; Pfeffer, 1992; Rüegg-
Stürm and Gritsch, 2001). Constructive conflict resolution is no longer possible because nonconformist behaviour is 
sanctioned (Hardy et al., 2000; Sinetar, 1988; Zaheer et al., 1998): the „credit of idiosyncrasy‟ (Hollander, 1958), 
which tolerates ambiguity and permits diversity of opinions and the challenging of groupthink (Eisenhardt et al., 1997; 
Janis, 1972, 1982) and norms is no longer given (Luhmann, 1979).  Thus, the literature primarily interested in the 
conditions for trust and describes mainly the positive effects of trust on collaboration. It is hardly discussed whether 
trust can also have negative or dangerous effects. Indeed the research displayed many examples of the power trust can 
have in generating energy and enthusiasm in organisations and aligning them quickly onto a common goal while per-
mitting ambiguity and diversity of thought in the problem-solving process toward that common goal.  
 
But this research also exposed that trust can have severe negative consequences (Fox, 1974; Gambetta, 
1988), and that perhaps “…too much trust may be put into the fashionable discourse of trust (Kern, 1996: 9).” These 
may result from oversimplification and an excessive generalisation of expectations, which can lead to the creation of 
incongruent expectations and thereby negatively influence the perception and the learning capacity of the actors in-
volved (Gabarro, 1978; Hubschmid, 2002: 367). The literature explicitly concerned with the downside of trust is 
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scarce but some explanatory approaches for the negative effects of trust could be found. Concepts such as „unrealistic‟ 
and „blind‟ trust (Kern, 1996) are evoked. It is argued that trust, when too tenacious, can become “…inflexibly shaped 
into a pattern of pervasive trust… (Barnes, 1981).” Trust can also: “…improve the opportunity for wrongdoing 
(Granovetter, 1985).” The complexity reduction, which permits action in the first place can, if it is excessive, inhibit 
action and thereby lead to compulsive or obsessive trust (Strasser and Voswinkel). The readiness to explore new 
things becomes diminished and decisions are made within the range that is permitted by the „trust agents‟ (Strasser 
and Voswinkel, 1997: 234). In such regressed trust systems trust is not given but postulated, which makes such sys-
tems vulnerable to human exploitation (Loose and Sydow, 1994). In this research, the leaders‟ abdication of individual 
vigilance displayed a number of adverse consequences: 
 
 Incongruent Expectations: Trust can limit the scope of perception through excessive reduction of complexity 
(Kolbeck and Nicolai, 1996). The observers can be misled by an over-homogenisation and overestimate the 
coherence of the system (Luhmann, 1989). Trust in relation to time constraints, distance and the high com-
plexity of certain endeavours – all phenomena of transitional and post-merger situations – can lead to wrong 
expectations and to a disregard for the context in which trust is given: “One form of irrationality in trust rela-
tionships (…) is to forget the background against which elements of trust exist (Sheppard and Sherman, 
1998).” Excessive trust can also obtain a „character of exclusivity‟ (Hubschmid, 2002: 369; Loose and Sy-
dow, 1994) motivated by an overreaching strive for harmony, which leads to isolation of the trusting group 
vis-à-vis other stakeholders and to a strengthening of mutual points of view within the group. This again can 
provoke a feeling of invulnerability and an exaggerated confidence in the group‟s capacity to act (Hub-
schmid, 2002; Mishra, 1996; Webb, 1996: 290).  
 
 Blind Trust: Giddens argues that: “…all trust is in a certain sense blind trust. (Giddens, 1990: 33)” Others see 
blind trust as being at the border of the phenomenon of trust (Shaw, 1997: 15) or as an extreme case of the 
disposition of trust (Mayer et al., 1995: 715). Others again argue that blind trust is not part of the concept of 
trust since it does not – as the adjective „blind indicates – reflect any of the parameters such as the perception 
of uncertainty, expectations or vulnerability nor the trustworthiness of the trusted person (Powell, 1996; 
Weibler, 1997). Influential factors that may favour blind trust are reported to be a high interest in common 
action by the CEO, „good faith‟ turning into „tenacious good faith (Hubschmid, 2002: 372; Mayer et al., 
1995)‟ under pressure; information exchange and collaboration hampered by time pressure, distance and 
complexity of the task (Sheppard and Sherman, 1998: 425); fear of worsening the situation by questioning 
things - by challenging the trust (Boos and Heitger, 1996: 174), organisational design and collective mistrust 
vis-à-vis a common opponent.  
 
 Learning Dysfunction: The consequences of trust induced incongruent expectations and of blind trust upon 
individual and organisational learning capacity are found to be important. In transitional systems premature 
trust is given, which permits a collective perception capable of dealing with vulnerability, insecurity, risk and 
expectations. This can lead to the „starke Weltanschauung‟ (German, Engl. translation: „strong world view‟: 
in societies where trust is a condition for membership a common understanding is shaped by interaction and 
sharing of knowledge between members and groups, whereby the knowledge becomes universal. Gergen 
(1995) dubs a similar viewpoint as „local ontology‟ that Sabel describes in societies where to trust each other 
is a prerequisite for membership (1993). Such a situation in which members have no possibility to verify the 
claims of truth and legitimacy made by the established authority may lead to over-identification and to dog-
matism, rather than to learning and to distraction rather than sensitivity. Kramer et al speak of the „dark sides 
of identity-based trust‟ and note insufficient observation of warning signals, an overestimation of mutual fa-
vours and a deceleration of reaction time (1996). This leads to a slowdown of learning. Hubschmid notes that 
the learning capability depends as much on the capability of trusting other points of view as on the capability 
of challenging these very points of view (2002: 373). Also, if individuals trust that others will take action 
they may refrain from personal intervention: “Thus, an unintended (and ironic) consequence of high levels of 
presumptive trust in others may be that individuals underestimate the need for personal action. (Kramer et al., 
1996: 379)” Husted speaks of the „high trust syndrome‟ and notes that the relationship between organisa-
tional members is diffuse and problems are perceived to be a natural part of any relationship (1989: 28). 
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 Risk Of Indifference: Some merger teams experienced a „drift into indifference‟ and the merger was being 
used as a motive to roll off problems or not to assume responsibilities based on an attitude of non-
interference (Hubschmid, 2002: 374). Luhmann sees the „upsurge into indifference‟ as a positive effect of 
trust and argues that trust can occult certain scenarios, certain dangers, which cannot be eliminated but which 
should not irritate the action (1989). Trust therefore reflects contingency (Giddens, 1990): realities become 
simpler, risks become more calculable and a psychological relief and a social „canalisation‟ is created. Gid-
dens (1990) calls this concept a „cocoon‟, which protects the actors from frustration and uncertainty, Gam-
betta (1988) calls it the „means to cope with the freedom of others‟. In this sense, the dimension of indiffer-
ence can indeed be seen as containing both positive and negative effects. It is, as often, a question of measure 
and it is the exaggerated strive for harmony and the uncritical mutual trust that bear the risk of mediocrity 
and even failure (Krystek and Zumbrock, 1993). 
 
 Trust As A Prison: Hubschmid has analysed that trust can lead to a „self-imposed pressure on to the trusted 
persons‟, which has had an imprisoning effect (2002: 375). In times of extreme crisis, CEOs do no longer 
feel free to make the decisions they deem necessary because this would have led to more uncertainty in an al-
ready unbearably uncertain situation. They feel forced to act according to expectations, i.e. contrary to their 
preoccupations (2002: 292). Luhmann calls this phenomenon „trust as a handcuff‟: the personal formation of 
expectations is abandoned in favour of an internalisation of the expectations of the opponent („Vertrauen als 
Fessel‟, Luhmann, 1989: 71).  
 
 Abuse: Abuse is the intrinsic risk that is accepted when giving trust. The literature sees abuse as the central 
danger of trust giving (Zaheer et al., 1998). Again, the measure of individual vigilance is decisive: in a con-
text of „compulsive trust‟, in which control mechanisms have been forsaken, opportunities for malevolence 
and manipulation increase (Kraysteck and Zumbrock, 1993; Shaw, 1997; Sydow, 2000: 57). People rely on 
the assumption that their modest commitment to the cause will not be discovered (Beckert et al, 1998) or that 
their violation will by drowned within the ensemble of the organisation. When abuse becomes apparent it can 
lead to: ”…chronic debilitating distrust and, ultimately, in organizational failure (Mishra, 1996).” 
 
A culture of excessive trust, i.e. of insufficient individual vigilance and high social experimentation can lead 
to incongruent expectations, to a limitation of the horizons of action and to a feeling of invulnerability. This in turns 
diminishes the learning ability and slows down the reaction time.  It can therefore been said that the phenomenon of 
distrust also has its place in organizations. Vigilance and distrust are not necessarily results of irrational fears but can 
be the results of solid experiences and knowledge (Lewicki et al, 1998). Trust and distrust seem to be interdependent 
opposites, i.e. distrust may be the very prerequisite for trust to function satisfactorily. For trust to function, the general 
social risk capability and the risk of disappointment need to be monitored (Luhmann 1989).  
 
GLOBAL MINDSET 
 
The concept of global mindset (Hong et al., 2000; Manolova et al., 2002; Nummela et al, 2004; Stanek, 
2000) was observed to influence managerial action in the merger cases. This is not surprising since one of the success 
factors of post-merger management is acculturation. Many respondents regretfully stated that they “…did not have 
enough global managers”. While there is no research that directly examines global mindset and post-merger organiza-
tions, there is a growing body of knowledge on the executive‟s global mindset and the capacity to internationalize 
(Gregersen et al., 1998; Harveston et al., 2000; Knight, 2001; Nummela et al, 2004). Since cross-national mergers are 
a way of internationalizing it is likely that findings from this research will at least partly apply. The concept of global 
mindset includes attitudinal and behavioral aspects. In organization theory and cognitive psychology, mindset refers to 
the way humans make sense of the world. An executive with a global mindset is said to: 
 
 represent an executive‟s positive attitude towards international affairs (van Bulck, 1979)  
 openness to and awareness of cultural diversity and the ability to cope with it (Fletcher, 2000; Gupta and Go-
vindarajan, 2002; Kedia and Mukherji, 1999) 
 respect how things are different and be capable of imagining why things are different (Taylor (1991) citing 
Percy Barnevik, ex-CEO and conceptor of the Swedish-Swiss ABB merger) 
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 have the capacity to be „incisive‟ as well as generous and patient (Bartlett and Ghosal, 1998) 
 have interest, inquisitiveness and curiosity in foreign cultures and a generally cosmopolitan orientation; an 
attitude that considers uncertainty and unfamiliarity as a „fuel‟ for discovery (Black et al., 1998) 
 have an understanding of his or her own roots, be flexible in cultural issues and adaptable to new things 
(Brake et al., 1995) 
 have a drive to communicate, be rather extroverted, have a broad-based sociability (Black and Gregersen, 
1999) 
 have a collaborative negotiating style (Black and Gregersen, 1999; Stanek, 2000). 
 
A global mindset is reflected in the active and visionary behavior of executives to be prepared to take risks in 
building cross-border relationships. However, global mindset is not sufficient and executives must also have the 
knowledge and capability to sustain it. Global mindset is a dynamic concept that interacts with its surrounding field 
and is permanently revised as learning takes place and experience accumulates (Fletcher, 2000). In cross-border mer-
gers, moreover, at least three levels of culture differences have to be managed, the individual level, the organizational 
level and the national level (Gertsen et al., 1998; Heidrich, 2002; Morosini, 1998; Very et al., 1998). There is a large 
body of literature on cultural differences as a major cause of merger integration problems (Slowinski et al., 2002). 
This research is mostly based on organizational (e. g. Buono et al., 1985; Cartwright and Cooper, 1993a, 1993b; Chat-
terjee et al. 1992; Sales and Mirvis, 1984) and/or national/regional cultural differences (e. g. Calori et al., 1994; Gert-
sen et al., 1998; Morosini et al., 1998; Weber and Menipaz, 2003). It was interesting that in this research some lesser 
researched cultural differences were more pronounced, e. g. differences in entrepreneurial attitude and in internet lite-
racy. In the automotive merger, while the differences that were evoked by executives were „German‟ vs. „US‟, but 
when enquired more deeply the incompatibilities were more between the entrepreneurial, market-oriented spirits and 
the hierarchical, product-oriented characters. And although one would typically expect the former in the US and the 
latter in Germany, there were in fact many occurrences of resistance within Germany between entrepreneurial and hie-
rarchical managers. Similarly, substantial cultural incompatibilities were observed in the technology merger where 
executives from different industries had very different leadership and communication styles. Some did not use the in-
ternet at all, while others used all and often exclusively modern media, such as websites, databases, blogs, SMS and e-
mail. As a consequence of this, some executives (those that did not master or had not internalized the new communi-
cation technologies) were simply not sufficiently informed or not informed in time. A global mindset can understand 
and anticipate such cultural differences and turn them from a major difficulty in mergers to a source of value (Fendt, 
2006; Krishnan et al., 1997; Morosini et al, 1998).  
 
Research on the relationship between global mindset and performance is scarce but there seems to be some 
evidence that companies led by executives with global mindset internationalize faster (Harveston et al., 2000; Knight, 
2001; Madsen and Servais, 1997), although not all researchers have found evidence for this (Nummela et al., 2004). 
The benefits of a global mindset are stark. They lie in the respect and curiosity to discover how the other culture 
works and in a willingness to learn the best of it and to assimilate it with ones own experiences. Practically this means 
that such executives are ready to internalize structural, processual and cultural elements of the foreign partner if these 
are deemed better and combine them with the strengths of their own organization. In line with the above, „foreign‟ can 
refer to any cultural unfamiliarity (i. e. foreign communication style, or foreign attitude toward risk-taking) and is not 
limited to the usual national or organizational incompatibilities. This leads to an increase in the use of common 
processes, in an improvement of these processes – irrespective of any power rationale, i.e. whether these processes 
stem from the stronger or weaker merger partner (Fendt, 2005) – in reduced costs with duplication efforts and, above 
all, in a reduction of the confusion and resistance factors (Conn and Yip, 1997). Still, what seemed logical in view of 
the synergies sought was in reality difficult because of the “not-invented-here-syndrome (Beer, 1980)”. Executives in 
environments where the global mindset was missing spend an inordinate amount of their time reconciling conflicting 
information based on multiple practices and systems in use. For example, the technology CEO had, since his early ca-
reer days as a warehouse clerk, developed a global outlook. His career had taken him around the world to the extent 
that “…place and time had become mere coordinates” to him as he put it and the companies he restructured were in-
ternationalized both organically and by acquisition. However, there were limits to his capacities in that he did not at-
tempt to master the languages of the countries he was involved in, except some business English. Nor was he much 
interested in getting to know the local cultures beyond bringing home some Asian bauble from his business trips. But 
mastery of foreign languages and interest and experience in foreign countries are listed as components of global mind-
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set in Dichtl et al. (1990), Holzmüller and Kasper (1990) and Nummela et al (2004). Both he and the automotive CEO 
had conqueror‟s mindsets, i.e. they sought to take over the foreign culture and internalize it by annihilation. Such ex-
ecutives tended to attract, select and develop similar executives within their organizations. Inversely, executives with 
a global mindset shaped a culture within their organizations that attracted multicultural individuals.  
 
Research locates rationales for the absence of global mindset in executives – and the lack of executives with 
global mindset and the capability to sustain it –in the fact that young executives are being sent abroad primarily for 
specific assignments necessitating technical competencies or fire fighting abilities, to solve an immediate business 
problem, crisis or both, such as a plant dissolution or legal issues – or mergers. This has consequences on the selection 
of the candidate – he or she would need technical or legal skills and, above all, simply be available „right then‟. There-
fore, since such assignments were usually ignited by an immediate problem, language and cultural training were 
usually skipped and no time was allocated to adjusting to the settings (Whitman, 1999). Often such quick fix assign-
ment result in failure and the expatriates repatriate early and/or leave the company.  
 
A more systematic and long-term approach to the development of global competencies is required as is be-
ginning to be implemented in most large companies with regard to selection and training. Still, none of the cases, even 
those with such long-term planning in place, were entirely prepared for the merger situation, when a multitude of ex-
ecutives were suddenly needed to be transferred from one part of the globe to another. Companies are well advises to 
practice regular and abundant cross-border exchange of executives in multi-national organizations, well before any 
merger project is in sight. Since executives are often not keen on letting their best talents go it may be necessary to 
formalize this goal and link it to incentives.  
 
CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
Abstraction of the data suggests that the four identified concepts of managerialism vs. leadership, success 
trap, excess of trust and global mindset can all be situated in a discussion around the management of the dichotomy, or 
the apparent dichotomy of individualized vigilance and social experimentation (Figure 2 on next page). While the data 
evidenced that the executives who displayed both high individual vigilance and high social experimentation were par-
ticularly successful in managing the multiple cultural realities, logical inconsistencies and general complexity of their 
post-merger environments, it is not conclusive in how this process works exactly, given that these two strategies are to 
a certain extent dichotomic. Answers may be found in the literature on the management of strategic dilemmi. Strategic 
dilemmi, such as the one identified by March (1991) dealing with the simultaneous need for firms to improve exploi-
tation of existing business while exploring new venues, are the management of difficult choices in the context of 
scarce resources. What is common to all dilemmas is that we witness two opposing poles that are influencing a person 
or an organization‟s behavior.  More often, it is insufficient to make an either-or decision, but, as evidenced in this pa-
per in the case of individual vigilance and social experimentation, two apparently irreconcilable behaviors need both 
be chosen. For some researchers the resulting behavior is typically somewhere on the dimensional line between the 
two extremes: neither where it would be if one pole were completely dominant, nor where it would be in the reverse 
case of total domination by the other. 
 
Much strategic dilemma research focuses on how to best “synthesize” or “balance” the opposing forces. Na-
turally one tends to search for “balance” but then again this connotes “a state of equilibrium or equipoise; equality in 
amount, weight, value or importance, as between two things or the parts of a thing” or even “equilibrium or stability” 
as in “keeping a balance on a tightrope” (Webster, 1978: 105). For example, in the abundant body of knowledge on 
exploitation vs. exploration the search for “balance” prevails, albeit some authors describe sequential rather than si-
multaneous achievement of balance between exploration and exploitation, but as a rule address life-cycle stages of or-
ganizational life (for a review of both the “simultaneous” and “sequential” approaches see Chen, 2005). March him-
self advocates this in his seminal  paper (1991: 71) although he later evolves towards the concept of an “optimal mix”.  
Many others agree to a greater or lesser extent, for example Bradach (1997), Brown and Eisenhardt (1997) and Car-
dinal et al (2004). Christensen and Foss (1997), Tushman and O‟Reilly (1996), Tushman and Smith (2002) and War-
glien (2002) evoke balance and equilibrium, but also focus on “synergistic dynamics.” Sachs et al (2006) purport the 
analogies of two activities that are critically dependent on maintaining a balance: walking a tight rope and riding a 
bike.  In both, it is argued, the “balance” is dynamic: (1) weight is shifted by moving sideways and forward and back 
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while the body‟s centre of gravity also moves up and down, and (2) context-driven: winds, curves, road works, slip-
pery roads, etc. Aiming for static balance is therefore ill suited to a fast-paced world (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997). At 
some point, the time it takes to arrive at an optimal design is slower than the rate at which competitive conditions 
change (Schön, 1971). Optimum designs slow firms down as they become more global, more dispersed, more inte-
grated into multiple local cultures that change at varying rates, more hooked into leading-edge technologies, more de-
pendent on rapidly changing consumer tastes (Halal and Taylor, 1999; Sachs et al, 2006; Sanchez and Mahoney, 
1996), more likely to engage in mergers and acquisitions for a variety of rationales (Fendt, 2005), or as products 
change from “things that clank” to “things that change at the whim of a software programmer” (Jennings and Haugh-
ton, 2000; Prusak, 1996). McKenzie and van Winkelen (2004) advocate oscillation dynamics because the Knowledge 
Era calls for changeable organizations, not just knowledgeable ones. This is just a brief outline of the type of questions 
that shall be addressed in a next paper on the relationship between the management of individual vigilance and social 
experimentation in an attempt to add a dynamic component to the above proposed framework. 
 
 
 
Figure 2: The Social Experimentation/Individual Vigilance Framework 
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ENDNOTE 
 
1. Managerialist‟ is defined as viewing organizations from the exclusive perspective of the manager, functional 
agent of an administered system, whose purpose it is to ensure the: “...survival, growth, profitability of the 
organization“ (Boje, 2002) and to “...satisfy the immediate demands of shareholders, customers and (to some 
extent) workers“ (Alvesson and Willmott, 1996:161). Managerialist ideology became apparent in early 1900, 
when corporate capitalism superseded family (entrepreneurial) capitalism. Max Weber (1947) infused mana-
gerialism with a masculine and paternalistic ethic (Martin and Knopoff, 1995). This ethical connotation has 
meanwhile been challenged by organizational behavior researchers (Gephart, 1978, 1992). Marcuse (1964) 
views managerialism as being decidedly functionalist, as it signifies the shift from the owner to the profes-
sional manager to:  “…legitimate the control of individuals, societies and their organizations in the interest of 
capital” (Davis, 1997). To understand the distinction between owners and corporate managers see also Berle 
and Means (1933), Chandler (1977) and Williamson (1996). In managerialism executives are seen as en-
dowed with a responsibility to balance the interests of all stakeholders and, by being responsible to everyone, 
end up accountable to hardly anyone but themselves (Enteman 1993). 
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i
 „Managerialist‟ is defined as viewing organizations from the exclusive perspective of the manager, functional agent 
of an administered system, whose purpose it is to ensure the: “...survival, growth, profitability of the organization“ 
(Boje, 2002) and to “...satisfy the immediate demands of shareholders, customers and (to some extent) workers“ (Al-
vesson and Willmott, 1996:161). Managerialist ideology became apparent in early 1900, when corporate capitalism 
superseded family (entrepreneurial) capitalism. Max Weber (1947) infused managerialism with a masculine and pa-
ternalistic ethic (Martin and Knopoff, 1995). This ethical connotation has meanwhile been challenged by organiza-
tional behavior researchers (Gephart, 1978, 1992). Marcuse (1964) views managerialism as being decidedly functio-
nalist, as it signifies the shift from the owner to the professional manager to:  “…legitimate the control of individuals, 
societies and their organizations in the interest of capital” (Davis, 1997). To understand the distinction between own-
ers and corporate managers see also Berle and Means (1933), Chandler (1977) and Williamson (1996). In managerial-
ism executives are seen as endowed with a responsibility to balance the interests of all stakeholders and, by being re-
sponsible to everyone, end up accountable to hardly anyone but themselves (Enteman 1993). 
